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T
he war between Israel and
Hamas is a major issue in
Canada. The conflict has

created tension across the coun-
try that is being felt in our com-
munities. Politicians are feeling
the pressure to say the “right”
thing – and the right thing de-
pends on how you feel about the
war.
Canadians are worried.
A new survey for CTV News by

Nanos shows that seven in 10
Canadians are concerned (39 per
cent) or somewhat concerned
(30 per cent) that there will be an
increase in hate-motivated inci-
dents in our communities result-
ing from the conflict in the Mid-
dle East. Different generations of
respondents are of onemind and
consistent in their worry.
Not many Canadians believe

that the conflict will be con-
tained. Almost nine in 10 people
are concerned (55 per cent) or
somewhat concerned (32 per
cent) that the conflict will spread
to other Middle Eastern coun-
tries. A significant number are
concerned (42 per cent) or some-
what concerned (36 per cent)
that the conflict will spread out-
side of the Middle East. Of note:
Canadians over 55 years of age are
noticeably more likely to be con-
cerned about an expansion of the
conflict compared with individu-
als under 35 years of age.
What should Canada do in re-

sponse? A survey conducted by
Nanos for The Globe and Mail
shows that six in 10 people (59
per cent) say the Liberal govern-
ment should provide humanitar-
ian aid to the region; 16 per cent
believe Canadian troops should
participate in a potential peace-
keeping mission in the future;
and 8 per cent say the country
should accept refugees. The rest
say doing nothing is the best
course of action (13 per cent), or
they are unsure what should be
done.
On Israel’s use ofmilitary force

to remove Hamas from Gaza, a
majority of Canadians either be-
lieve it is justified (30 per cent) or
somewhat justified (27 per cent)
compared with those who do not
believe the action was justified

(18 per cent not justified, 12 per
cent somewhat not justified).
There is, however, a major gener-
ational division. People over 35
years of age believe that Israel is
justified in using force against

Hamas while Canadians under 35
years of age oppose the Israeli
use of force (46 per cent not justi-
fied/somewhat not justified, ver-
sus 38 per cent justified/some-
what justified).

When it comes to the question
of a possible two-state solution,
opinions are not firm. Although
the slimmest of majorities think
it is a very good (27 per cent) or
good time (24 per cent) to nego-
tiate a two-state solution that
gives Palestinians their own state,
differences of opinion are more
likely to occur based on region
rather than age. Quebeckers were
the most likely to think it was a
good time for a two-state solu-
tion (60 per cent); those living in
Atlantic Canada the least (38 per
cent).
As casualties continue to

mount in the war, we should ex-
pect a rough ride on a number of
fronts. We should also clearly un-
derstand what Canada can and
cannot do.
First, a peaceful solution in the

Middle East has been elusive for
generations and Canada is nei-
ther a superpower nor a key play-
er to lead on that front. At best,
we can support a local solution
agreed to between Israel, the Pal-
estinians and other key Middle
Eastern powers if that ever comes
to be.
Second, Canadians are much

more likely to support providing
humanitarian aid over peace-
keeping or accepting refugees
from the region.
Third, we should not underes-

timate the impact of how we re-
spond tomanaging the conflict at
home. If the authorities do not
charge and prosecute those re-
sponsible for violent hate crimes
or incitement of violence, we un-
ravel safety in our communities
and effectively give licence to
more hatred and conflict. The les-
son of the Israel-Hamas war is
that our mostly peaceful corner
of the world is not immune from
importing international conflicts
and that the risks of escalation to
violence are larger now than in
the past.
Our elected leaders now have

to step up and stand up for the
country we aspire to be both in
terms of our domestic and inter-
national responses to this con-
flict. Not responding, whether it
be to hate crimes at home or not
providing humanitarian aid, is
both a domestic and internation-
al risk. We cannot expect to have
the moral high ground if we do
not fight at home those same
forces of racism and hate that are
tearing the Middle East apart.
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H
uman beings have a natu-
ral optimism bias. For
most of our species’ histo-

ry, this bias has served us well,
helping us persevere in the face
of overwhelming odds. But when
it comes to the climate crisis, our
natural optimism could be our
undoing. Our collective response
to the crisis has been marked by
denial, delay and delusion – de-
nial of the problem’s seriousness,
delay in doing anything signifi-
cant about it and delusion about
the efficacy of those things we’ve
finally gotten around to doing.
One person who has railed

against these tendencies is the
renowned climate scientist
James Hansen. Throughout his
long career, Dr. Hansen has de-
veloped a reputation for being
consistently ahead of the scien-
tific curve in his assessment of
climate change and its implica-
tions, most famously in the sum-
mer of 1988 when, as director of
the NASA Goddard Institute, he
brought public attention to glob-
al warming in testimony to the
United States Senate. Now retired
from NASA and based at Colum-
bia University, he’s still vigorous-
ly engaged in climate science and
policy advocacy.
In recent years, Dr. Hansen has

argued that the scientific consen-
sus, as reflected in the volumi-
nous reports of the Intergovern-
mental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC), greatly underestimates
the rate and magnitude of future
warming. Earlier this month, he
and 17 colleagues forcefully

stated their case in a peer-re-
viewed paper, Global Warming in
the Pipeline, published by a Uni-
versity of Oxford journal. I’d rank
it as the most important scientif-
ic article I’ve read in the past dec-
ade.
If Dr. Hansen and his col-

leagues are right, the received
wisdom of today’s supposedly in-
formed climate cognoscenti –
people such as David Wallace-
Wells of The New York Times – is
substantially wrong. Mr. Wallace-
Wells and others tell us, with evi-
dent relief, that warming will
likely peak somewhere around 2
to 3 C. The rapid decline in the
cost of wind and solar power
means we won’t burn all the
world’s coal to get an eventual
rise in temperature of 4 C or even
more. But Global Warming in the
Pipeline shows that we don’t
need to burn all our coal to get a
4 C rise in climate or hotter.
The paper makes two vital ar-

guments undergirded by one
striking empirical observation.
The first argument is that Earth’s
climate ismuchmore sensitive to
humanity’s carbon-dioxide emis-
sions than conventionally esti-
mated. Taking into account feed-
backs involving clouds, water va-
pour, snow cover and sea ice,
“equilibrium climate sensitivity”
– the eventual warming pro-
duced by a doubling of CO2 in
the atmosphere – is likely around
4.8 C, rather than the IPCC’s best
estimate of 3 C.
Greater climate sensitivity

means that far more warming is
“in the pipeline” than conven-
tional models predict. Indeed, Dr.
Hansen and his colleagues esti-
mate that the atmosphere’s cur-
rent concentrations of green-
house gases are already produc-
ing a radiative effect (what scien-
tists call “forcing”) equivalent to
a doubling of CO2 and that this
effect, if not reduced, could read-

ily double or triple the 1.2 C the
planet is already experiencing.
The article’s second key argu-

ment is that until recently a sig-
nificant portion of human-
caused greenhouse warming has
been offset by our aerosol emis-
sions – fine particles in the air
that reflect sunlight and cool the
planet. This effect is now declin-
ing, as key sources of pollution
are cleaned up. The authors call
aerosol cooling a “Faustian bar-
gain,” because payment in grea-
ter global warming is coming due
as we reduce pollution from
shipping, vehicles, industry and
power plants.
Finally, the striking empirical

observation is that Earth’s energy
imbalance (EEI) has recently
soared. This imbalance arises as
our planet receives more energy
from the sun than it radiates as
heat back to space, because our
greenhouse gases are trapping

heat in the atmosphere. The au-
thors estimate that between 2005
and 2015, EEI averaged about 0.7
watts per square metre across
Earth’s surface. From early 2020
to the middle of this year, they
argue, it reached 1.36 watts per
square metre, likely in part be-
cause lower aerosol emissions al-
lowedmore solar energy to reach
Earth’s surface.
A 1.36-watt imbalance may

seem trivial, but when added up
across the planet’s entire surface,
the total amounts to nearly amil-
lion Hiroshima bombs of extra
energy injected into Earth’s at-
mospheric-ocean system – over
and over, each and every day.
Currently, most of this excess en-
ergy is melting the world’s gla-
ciers and ice caps and heating the
oceans, but it’s also supercharg-
ing the droughts, storms and
heat waves now afflicting every
corner of our world.
As Earth’s energy imbalance

increases by about half a watt
each decade, the authors argue,
it’s accelerating Earth’s warming
– from about 0.18 C per decade
between 1970 and 2010 to at least
0.27 C per decade now. In a more
recent commentary, Dr. Hansen
and his colleagues go on to esti-
mate that the world will at least
temporarily cross the 1.5 C ceiling
this coming year, in part because
of the influence of El Nino, reac-
hing about 1.7 C of warming by
2030 and 2 C “by the late 2030s.”
Now, to be clear, some promi-

nent climate scientists vehe-
mently disagree with Dr. Hansen
and his team, especially with
their claim that warming is accel-
erating – Michael Mann at the
University of Pennsylvania being
one. Ultimately, the dispute will
be adjudicated by nature itself, as
the warming rate is revealed in
coming years.
But betting against Dr. Hansen

would seem foolish, even if our

optimism bias inclines us to do
so, given his track record and the
worldwide evidence of a spirall-
ing climate crisis we’ve seen this
past year.
So, it’s worth unpacking the

broader implications of the pa-
per. I believe there are four.
First, if Dr. Hansen and his col-

leagues are correct, warming will
melt the world’s great ice sheets
in Antarctica and Greenland
much faster than the IPCC cur-
rently predicts, possibly entailing
a rise of multiple metres in sea
levels within the expected life-
span of coastal infrastructure be-
ing built now – that is, within the
next century. Coastal communi-
ties should start planning for this
change now.
Second, heating this century is

likely to overwhelm many na-
ture-based solutions to climate
change. Fires and droughts will
kill tree plantations intended to
absorb carbon, while heating will
weaken biological processes that
practices such as regenerative
agriculture must exploit to se-
quester carbon in soil.
Third, the most dangerous as-

pect of the climate problem is the
long lag between emissions and
full climate response. This lag fa-
cilitates denial, delay and delu-
sion, and so increases the likeli-
hood that some countries will ul-
timately attempt to “geoengi-
neer” the atmosphere under
emergency conditions – perhaps
by using fleets of large aircraft to
dump huge quantities of reflec-
tive sulfate particles into the
stratosphere – with potentially
catastrophic side effects.
Lastly and most fundamental-

ly, if James Hansen and his team
are right, humanity’s responses
to the climate crisis must be far
more radical than currently
planned. Incrementalism is now
a waste of resources – and of
time.

We should listen to renowned scientist’s warning about climate change
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If Dr. James Hansen and
his colleagues are

correct, warming will
melt the world’s great
ice sheets in Antarctica
and Greenland much
faster than the IPCC
currently predicts,

possibly entailing a rise
of multiple metres in sea

levels within the
expected lifespan of
coastal infrastructure
being built now – that
is, within the next
century. Coastal

communities should
start planning for this

change now.
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